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4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-16. 18-20 and 31-47 is/are rejected 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-9, 16, 19-20, 31-38, 41-45, 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tamaki et al. (US 2003/0054796 Al) in view of Dahan et al (US 
2004/0123118 Al). 

Regarding claims 1-2, 16, 31, 35, 41, 43, 45, Tamaki et al. teaches a method to provide a 
service for a user device with a service provider, comprising: establishing a service provisioning 
relationship between the user device and a bridging user device; providing a desired service for 
the user device (e.g., end user terminal 1 1 1-1 13, see figure 3) with the service provider via the 
bridging user device (e.g., terminal 115-117, see figure 3); while providing the service, recording 
charging data for the service provisioning relationship between the user device and the bridging 
user device; and reporting the charging data from the bridging user device to the service provider 
(see figures 3 & 5 and paragraphs [0031-0033], [0035]). Tamaki et al. does not teach the use of. 
trusted software. However, trusted software has been known in the art as taught in Dahan et al. 
(see paragraph [001 1]). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply the teaching of Dahan et al. to the teaching of Tamaki et al. 
to improve security for the network. 
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Regarding claim 3, Tamaki et al. teaches the method as in claim 1, where the service 
provisioning relationship between the user device and the bridging user device is established 
through a first wireless network comprising a local, short range wireless network (e.g., adhoc 
network), and where the service for the user device is provided via the bridging user device and 
the first wireless network, and through a second wireless network comprising a longer range 
wireless network (e.g., cellular network) that couples the bridging user device to the service 
provider (see figure 3 and paragraphs [0031-0033]). 

Regarding claims 4, 19, Tamaki et al. teaches the method as in claim 3, where the first 
wireless network comprises a wireless local area network (WLAN), and where the second 
wireless network comprises a cellular wireless network (see figure 3 and paragraphs [0031- 
0033]). 

Regarding claims 5, 20, Tamaki et al. teaches the method as in claim 3, where the first 
wireless network comprises a Bluetooth network, and where the second wireless network 
comprises a cellular wireless network (see figure 3 and paragraphs [0031-0033]). 

Regarding claims 7 and 47, Tamaki et al. teaches the method as in claim 1, where 
recording charging data uses at least one charging metric that is negotiated between the user 
device and the bridging user device when establishing the service provisioning relationship (see 
figures 3 & 5 and paragraphs [0031-0033], [0035]). 

Regarding claim 8, Tamaki et al. teaches the method as in claim 3, where recording 
charging data accounts at least for the use of the second wireless network by the bridging user 
device (see figures 3 & 5 and paragraphs [0031-0033], [0035]). 
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Regarding claim 9, Tamaki et al. teaches the method as in claim 1, where recording 
charging data accounts at least for the consumption of at least one resource (e.g., repeater 
function) of the bridging user device (see figures 3 & 5 and paragraphs [0031-0033], [0035]). 

Regarding claims 32, 36, 42, 44, Tamaki et al. teaches the method as in claim 1, where 
establishing includes negotiating the specifics of charging for the service provisioning 
relationship between the user device and the bridging user device (see figures 3 & 5 and 
paragraphs [003 1-0033], [0035]). 

Regarding claims 33, 37, Tamaki et al. teaches the mobile device as in claim 32, where 
said specifics of charging comprise use of said second wireless network by said another device 
(see figures 3 & 5 and paragraphs [0031-0033], [0035]). 

Regarding claims 34, 38,Tamaki et al. teaches the mobile device as in claim 32, where 
said specifics of charging comprise use of at least one resource (e.g., repeater function) of said 
another device (see figures 3 & 5 and paragraphs [0031-0033], [0035]). 

3. Claims 6, 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tamaki et al. 
in view of Dahan et al. and in further view of Mahanti et al. (U.S. Patent No. 2002/0052824). 

Regarding claims 6 and 46, Tamaki et al. teaches the method as in claim 1, where 
establishing includes negotiating the specifics of charging for the service provisioning 
relationship between the user device and the bridging user device (see figures 3 & 5 and 
paragraphs [0031-0033], [0035]). Tamaki et al. does not teach using an offer-counteroffer 
technique. However, the preceding limitation is taught in Mahanti et al. (see paragraph 0122). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to apply the teaching of Mahanti et al. to the teaching of Tamaki et al. and Dahan et al. to 
provide convenience for users by automating the negotiation process. 

4. Claims 10-11, 39-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tamaki et al in view of Dahan et al. and in further view of Kirkup et al (US 2004/0142686 Al). 

Regarding claims 10-1 1 , 39-40, the combination of Tamaki et al. and Dahan et al. teaches 
the claimed invention except reporting occurs periodically while the service is being provided. 
However, it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to have reporting occur 
periodically while the service is being provided since the invention would perform equally well 
regardless of when the reporting occurs. 

5. Claims 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tamaki et 
al. in view of Dahan et al. and in further view of Sakakura (Document ID: JP 2002209028 A). 

Regarding claims 12-13, the combination of Tamaki et al. and Dahan et al. teaches the 
claimed invention except the credential information wherein the credential information 
comprises an identification of the user. However, the preceding limitation is taught in Sakakura 
(see the abstract). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply the teaching of Sakakura to the teaching of Tamaki et al. and 
Dahan et al. for security purpose. 
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6. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tamaki et al. in 
view of Dahan et al., Sakakura (Document ID: JP 2002209028 A) and in further view of Piazza 
etal. (US 2003/0061358 Al). 

Regarding claim 14, the combination of Tamaki et al., Dahan et al., and Sakakura 
teaches the claimed invention except the information that identifies the user is encrypted. 
However, the preceding limitation is taught in Piazza et al. (see paragraphs [0025], [0138]). It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to apply the teaching of Piazza et al. to the teaching of Tamaki et al., Dahan et al., and 
Sakakura to increase network security. 

7. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tamaki et al. in 
view of Dahan et al., Sakakura (Document ID: JP 2002209028 A) and in further view of Von 
Kaenel et al. (US 2004/01 17358 Al). 

Regarding claim 15, the combination of Tamaki et al., Dahan et al., and Sakakura teaches 
the claimed invention except the charging record for the session is uniquely identified based on a 
session identifier. However, the preceding limitation is taught in Von Kaenel et al. (see 
paragraphs [0974], [1032]). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply the teaching of Von Kaenel et al. to the teaching of 
Tamaki et al., Dahan et al., and Sakakura to properly charge the user and to provide network 
security. 
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8. 


Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 


examiner should be directed to Huy D. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-7845. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph H. Feild can be reached on 571-272-4090. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 


JEAN GELIN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



Huy D Nguyen 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2617 


